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ABSTRACT

U.S. Army Heavy Brigade Reconnaissance During Offensive Operations, by Lieutenant
Colonel Thomas C. McCarthy, USA, 59 pages

This study examined what U.S. Army heavy brigades should accomplish when
conducting reconnaissance during offensive operations, what they actually
accomplish, and why there is a shortfall. Doctrinal literature from the capstone
"how to" manual FM 100-5, Operations through FM 17-98, Scout Platoon establishes
what brigade reconnaissance should accomplish. The 1987 RAND analysis, the 1988
CALL studies, NTC take-home packages from 1991-1993, the 1993 Tait Group papers
and other DESERT STORM documents identify the discrepancy between expectation and
performance.

The 1987 RAND study statistically correlated effective reconnaissance and
successful offensive operations at the NTC. Reconnaissance during these
operations was effective only 8 percent of the time. When reconnaissance was
effective, offensive operations succeeded 70 percent of the time. The more
assets the commander employed and the more time he gave the reconnaissance force
to execute its tasks, the greater its chances for success.

The 1988 CALL studies concluded that 25 percent of reconnaissance missions at the
NTC were effective. Successful offensive operations followed effective
reconnaissance greater than 80 percent of the time. These studies found that R&S
plan timeliness and scout platoon survivability were directly proportional to
reconnaissance success.

The NTC trend from 1991 to 1993 reveals that the effective reconnaissance rate
remains at 25 percent, but the correlation to successful offensive operations has

. risen to 90 percent. Commanders and staffs, especially S-2s, have problems in

planning, preparing and supervising the execution of reconnaissance, partly
explaining why it is not more effective. Commanders sometimes create ad hoc
reconnaissance organizations under their control to improve results, but they
generally lack cohesion and are difficult to sustain.

Deficiencies in doctrine, organization, equipment and training contribute to the
problems brigades have in conducting effective reconnaissance. Doctrinal
literature lacks detail, consistency, and realism. Task force scout platoons
cannot use both aggressive and stealth reconnaissance technigques, see deep, and
survive as currently organized and equipped. 8S-2 sections are too under-staffed
in officers and soldiers to function efficiently. Institutional training for S-
28 does not prepare them for the rigors of their job. Finally, heavy brigades
do not train adequately at home station to produce cohesive and effective
reconnaissance forces.

Commanders and staffs realize there is a causal relationship between effective
reconnaissance and successful offensive operations. Despite this awareness, NTC
and DESERT STORM performance demonstrates weaknesses in heavy brigade
reconnaissance which can be attributed in some degree to the preceding
deficiencies in doctrine, organization, equipment, and training. In light of
these deficiencies U.S. Army heavy brigades are today only marginally capable of
conducting effective reconnaissance during offensive operations.
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1. Introduction
Background and Significance

To the Department of Defense and the North Atlantic Treaty
organization,

Reconnaissance is a mission undertaken to obtain information

[author's emphasis] by visual observation, or other detection

methods, about the activities and resources of an enemy or

potential enemy, or about the meteorologic, hydrographic, or
geographic characteristics of a particular area.’
Reconnaissance is a directed effort to obtain detailed information.? It
is the key to focusing combat power during all offensive operations.’ The
concept that reconnaissance is critical to successful offensive operations
pervades U.S. Army doctrine. The capstone "how to fight" manual, FM
100-5, Operations says,

Reconnaissance is a precursor to maneuver and fire . . .

Knowing the enemy's location and activities is an underxpinning

of a unit's ability to conduct mobile, force-oriented battles

o » o Successful and continuous reconnaissance by a variety

of tactical . . . meansg is vital for the success of offensive

operations . . . Successful reconnaissance normally precedes

successful operations at all levels.*

This concept is nested in subordinate manuals. FM 17-95, Cavalry
Operationg, declares that for maneuver to be successful, the commander
must "see" the battlefield. Reconnaissance units are the "eyes" of their
commander. Successful reconnaissance reduces friction on the battlefield
and allows the commander to make effective decisions faster than the enemy
commander. "The successful execution of maneuver warfare continues to be
the product of thorough reconnaissance."’

The division operations manual claims that the loss of initiative,
equipment, or, most important, socldiers may be the consequence for
reconnaissance failure.® The tactics and techniques manuals for brigade

through company stress that without effective reconnaissance, the unit

blunders into defending enemy units, making battlefield success unlikely.’




Problem Definition

Az the Army decxreases in size, the need to focus combat power
increases in importance and with it, the need to conduct more effective
recopnaissance. Unfortunately, a review of recent documents, articles,
and reports reveals that U.S. Army heavy brigades are not very effective
in conducting recommaissance. Specifically, reports from Operation DESERT
STORM suggest that heavy brigades experienced difficulties in gaining a
clear and accurate picture of the enemy. Furthermore, these difficulties
manifest themselves at tho Combat Training Centers (CTC), where most
brigades do not conduct effoctive recomnaissance. Several sources point
out wvarious weaknogses in taectical performance that degrade the heavy
brigade's recommaissance capability. More important, many observers think
that theso weaknesses reflect the existence of various deficiencies in the
heavy brigade doctrime, organization and eguipment, and txaining. If
those deficiemcies exist, tho U.S. Arxmy Training and Doctrina Command
(TRADOC), which is respomsible foxr these functioms, should initiate

actioms to overcome the problem of ineffective recomnaissance.

Method and Scope

To determine the wvalidity of this monograph's hypothesis, it is
necessary to examino what U €. Army heavy brigades should accomplish when
conducting recommaissance during off@msive'operationg, what they actually
accomplish and why there is a shortfall. The monograph will examine in
dotail the natuvrce and scope of the recomnaissance tasks that heavy
brigedes perform during offemsive operatioms. The roles of the commander
and his gstaff and the resources normally aveilable to accomplish these
tasks are discussed. Tho monograph will establish the pervasiveness and
impact of the roconmaissance problem by evaluating the f£ollowing

documents: 1987 RAND analysis of recomnaigsance at the National Training




Center (NTC), 1988 Center for Army Lessons Learned (CALL) reconnaissance
studies, NTC take-home packages from October 1991 to March 1993,
after-action reports by operation DESERT STORM participants, and the Gulf
War Report conducted by Lieutenant General (Retired) Thomas Tait's study
group.

Finally, the monograph identifies deficiencies in doctrine,
organization, equipment, and training that are in some way responsible for
‘the weaknesses in heavy brigade reconnaissance capability. Possible
solutions to these deficiencies are considered. Comments by brigade
commanders who have experience training at the CTCs or fighting during
DESERT STORM attest to the accuracy and feasibility of the findings and
recommendations. |
II. e Bri R nnaigsan eration

ntrod ion

The first part of this section describes the brigade commander and
hig staff's role in planniﬁg, p?eparing, and executing reéonnaissanée
during offensive operations. The second part explains the fundamentals
and methods of conducting reconnaissance operations. The third part
articulates what the U.S. Army has established as standaids of performance
for units conducting reconnaissance. The fourth part explains Russian
doctrine for countering U.S. Army reconnaissance operations. The final
part lists the assets with which heavy brigades conduct
reconnaissance.

Commander and Staff's Role in Reconnaissance

The brigade commander expects his reconnaissance forces to provide
timely and accurate information so that he can focus his combat power at
the critical time and place during offensive operations. In trying to

accomplish this challenging task, he confronts an enemy who will




vigorously thwart his effort. Therefore, it is incumbent upon the
commandor to give hisz recommaissance forxce the time and assets needed to
accomplish its mission.

The brigade commandeor focuses the recomnaissance effoxrt by stating
clearly his intent, his priority intelligence requirements (PIRs), the
reconnaissance objective, and the taxgets to be attacked.® His PIRs
support the decisions he amticipates making during planning and execution
of the operatiom. In the information age, these decisions have greater
consequences because of an increase im the lethality and tempo of
cffengive operatioms.’ As VII Corps commander during Operation DESERT
STORM, Gemeral Frodoxrick M. Franks, Jr., placed the respomsibility for
focusing recomnéiésanc& on commanders:

Commanders must focus intelligemce. They must decide what they

need teo know for tho operation to succeed. This includes

establishing clear priorities for intelligence and targets.

My goal was to limit my questions to six.'

Each brigade staff member bhas a role in planning, pr@pazing, and
executing reconnaissance. The brigade commander normally delegates
tasking authority to his oporations officer (8=3). The S-3 orgamnizes the
reconmaissance force and assionzs suboxrdinate units recomnaissance tasks in
the operations oxdor (OPORD). The fire support officer coordimates and
rehearses fire support for the recommaissance force. The persomnel and
logistics officers emsure that the recomnaissance force has the soldiers,
gupplies, and eguipment to continue the mission over an extended period.
The brigade intelligenca officer (s-2), however, has primary
responsibility for focusing and synchromizing the recomnaissance effort .

The $§-2 attempts continuvously to answexr three questions: "What do I
know?; "What more do I need to know?"; and "How will I £ind out what I
nead te know?"®?® The intelligeonce preparation of the battlefield (IPB)

process is the starting point for answering the first questiom. The
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brigade S-2 develops a common intelligence mosaic by sharing information
on the division intelligence and the brigade operations and intelligence
(0&I) communications nets, and by eavesdropping on subordinate command
nets, the nets of adjacent units, and the division cavalry squadron. From
the division intelligence net, he not only receives intelligence that the
division G-2 has processed from national, corps, and division sources, but
also shares information horizontally with other division units.®?

The brigade S-2 then focuses on the reconnaissance collection effort
to find the missing pieces of information that the commander needs to make
coherent and timely decisions during the offemnsive operation.!* To answer
the question, "What more do I need to know?" the S-2 develops information
requirements (IRs).!® He plans to £ill these gaps in combat intelligence
by integrating all brigade reconnaissance assets through the
reconnaissance and surveillance (R&S) plan. The IRs that the commander
feels are critical in accomplishing the mission are priority intelligence
requirements; he includes them in his R&S plan.

The S-2 synchronizes the reconnaissance effort by sequencing the

. raconnaigsance tasks into an orderly pattern. He must consider how and

when the unit requires the information, and how long it will take
subordinates to acquire it.!* He then assigns a reporting schedule to
monitor prbgress of the collection effort and redirect assets if
necessary. Scouts render routine reports on the O&I while sending
critical combat information via the command net. To resource the
reconnaissance effort, the S-2 considers which PIRs/IRs subordinate units
can provide with organic assets, and how he will augment them to enhance
their effort. He determines which reconnaissanc; agsets brigade retains.
Finally, he generates requests for information (RFI) and sends them to

division to acquire information beyond the capability of brigade assets.'’




Aftor closely coordimating with the brigade S-3, the $-2 recommends
tho recopnaissance tagks and rocuired assets to the brigade commandexr, who
alone oxders his suborxdimate commanders’ compliance. Indirect
intelligence collection occurs when PIRs in the brigade operations orderxr
becomea implied tasks for the battaliomns. Nested PIRs throuagh platoon
level focus the reconmaissance effort. The brigade commandexr may also
specify recomnaissance tasks im the R&S plan contained in the intelligence
annex to the operations oxdex. These tasks direct what information

subordinate units are to collect and when the brigade regquires it.®

Fundamentals and Methods

Suceessful roecomnaissance operations reflect six fundamentals:
place maximum rocomnaissance forward; oxriemt on the reconnaissance
objective; report all infoxrmation rapidly and accurately; retain freedom
to mancuvor; gain and maintain enemy comtact; and develop the situation
guickly . To maintain rocommaissance f£for the duration of offensive
operations and throughout the depth of the ‘zon@ of actiom, brigade
commanders normally use all available reconnaissence assets forxrward im
ZONO o In most cases they use non-recomnaissance units to conduct rear
security and flank coordimatiom tasks. Commandexrs focus the effort with
& terrain or enemy-oriented rocommaissance objective. Commanders visualize
fh@ battlefield throush an wintexrrupted flow of timely and péecise combat
information. Suparior tactical agility and steadfast focus on the
roconmaissance objoctive allow recommaissance units to avoid decisive
engagement while maintaining comtact with the ememy. Gaining contact is
more difficult and expensive in men and eguipment, than maintaining
contact once gained. Recommaissance forces use technigues oxr drills to

cause the epemy teo =xeveal his size, composition, disposition and

activities.?




Heavy brigades employ one of the following four methods to conduct
offensive reconnaissance: reconnaissance patrolling, reconnaissance by
fire, reconnaissance in force, and armed reconnaissance.?* The first
method relies on stealth and takses longer to execute. If there is
insufficient time to conduct more methodical reconnaissance patrolling,
the commander resorts to one of the last three methods. These are all
considered aggressive reconnaissance because units are prepared to fight
for information.?? Historically, the U.S. Army has relied on aggressive
reconnaissance, though it is usually more costly in lives and egquipment.
The most effective reconnaissance combines aggressive and stealth
techniques with stationary observation posts (OPs). The aggressive
element forces the ememy to react while OPs report the reaction.?®
Reconnaisgsance Tasks

The mission training plan (MTP) for heavy brigades specifies many
reconnaissance tasks and subtasks that it must accomplish before various
offensive operationé are sudce;sful.“ In movement to contact, the advance
guard must locate and fix the enemy forces, and then continue to develop
the situation, allowing the brigade to deploy r;:.pidly.25 In the hasty
attack the brigade must locate and define the size and composition of the
enemy force accurately. Before the deliberate attack, the brigade must
allow sufficient time for detailed reconnaissance. During exploitation,
the brigade must maintain contact with the enemy and prevent it from
reastablishing a coherent defenssa. It is impossible to satisfy the
doctrinal standards for offensive operations without conducting effective
reconnaissance.

The task force MTP delineates reconnaissance tasks in greater
detail. During the meeting engagement, the scout platoon must identify

the location and actions of the enemy for the task force to be




succossful.? Tho assault task, critical to tho attack, specifies two key
roconmalssance tasks. Tho first is for scouts to detect accurately enemy
locations, activities, composition, gize, obstacles, and field
fortifications before the lead company makes contact with the enemy. The
second is for recommaissance assets to £ind enemy weaknesses, locations,
natural obstacles, antitank weapons, f£ire sacks, platoon positions,
flanks, possible xoutes, overwatch positions and support by fire
positions. It must accomplish this without decisive engagement oxr loss of
more than 5 pexcent of combat strength.?

The Enemy Counterreconnaissance Effoxrt

The brigade must accomplish the recomnaissance tasks just described
against an active, thinking enemy who seeks to protect his fozce.
Although counterrocomnaissance tactics employed by future adversaries will
be divorse, two distinct tactical styles ewist. Omne style, influenced by
the Russian Army, is still eovident im formex Soviet client states. The
NTC oppésing forcoa (OPFOR) follows the Russian counterrecomnmnaissance
doctrine faithfully amd is, porbaps, its most proficient practitioner.
The U.8. Army and its allies influ@nc@‘th@ second style.

Rugsian-trained adveorsaries counter U.S. recomnaissance efforts
differently depeonding on whother they are defemding "out of contact® or
“in comtact®. Those advorsariecs prefor to defemnd out of comtact because
they can construct a desper, morc aelaborate secuxrity zone. They defend in
contact only whem the ememy docs not allow them the space or the time to
build a stromger defemse. The security zone for this defense iz smaller
and easier for U.8. forces to penetrate.

Rugsians dofend "out of contact™ with the enemy when there is no
intent to rosume offomsive oporations immediately. There is normally more

time to prepare this defemse, so it has greater depth, more obstacles,



better fighting positions and detailed fire planning.? The security zone
may extend 15 kilometers (see Figure 1). Arrayed in depth in this zone
are division reconnaissance patrols, a forward attachment of up to
battalion size from the division second echelon, regimental reconnaissance
patrols, and company-sized combat security outposts. The division and
regimental reconnaissance patrols £find and maintain contact with enemy
reconnaissance forces, while the forward detachment astride the division
main avenue of approach and the combat security outpost astride the
regimental main avenue of approach strip away the enemy reconnaissance.
They force enemy units to deploy, attack, and expend indirect fires, thus
disorganizing his advance while deceiving him as to the first echelon's
location.
Russian Security Zone For Defense

Out of Contact

Figure 1%
?he first-echelon battalions, likely to be the heavy brigade's
offensive objective, defends an area three to five kilometers wide and two
kilometers deep. Its mission is to repulse the attack with intense fires

and a counterattacking reserve. The second echelon of the regimental




defense iz a battalion whose migsion is to defeat any penetrations of the
first-achelon. Evory echelom has a reserve built around tank and antitank
units positiomed to block, counterattack, reinforce, or protect the rear
area.>

Russian-txrained armies defend in contact because of a culminated
attack. The fromtage corrosponds to the zone of advance, or one and a half
to two kilometers for a battalion. The formatiom is more linear, designed
to facilitate a rotuzrm to the attack. The security zone, if one exists,
is 8 to 12 kilometors deep and occupied.by two-to-four vehicle regimental
patrols from the recommaissance company. These patrols remain within the
range of main body artillery. First-echelon battalione establish local
security. Tho main defemsive arxca units seek reverse slope positions, but
often these positions are hastily prepared.’ The counterreconnaigsance
threat is less formidable for defenses in comtact, than for those out of
contact.

| An enemy trained by the U.S. Axmy .or a NATO ally approaches
countoerreconnaigsance differontly. Brigades rely on assigmed maneuver
battalions to conduct counterrocomnailssance operations. Brigades may
augment them with ground surveillance radars (GSR) and combat
observation/lasing teams (COLTs). The brigade may have operational
control (OPCON) of electromic combat units to provide support to the
entire defemsive soctor.’® Pire support consists of the mortar platoon
when the counterrocommaissance force deploys beyond direct support
artillery range. Fire support team (FIST) and COLT vehicles direct
precision-guided munitions wheon a fight occurs near the MBA. Engineers

often comstruct minefields to surprise, confuse, and delay enemy

10




reconnaissance units. They also stop the enemy long enough to improve the
effectiveness of direct and indirect fires.®

The counterreconnaissance execution task is to identify, locate, and
destroy enemy ground reconnaissance.’* To do thia, task forces normally
deploy two elements forward of the task force main battle area (MBA) under
the command of a company commander. One element, usually the task force
scout platoon, establishes a two layered screen line to identify, locate,
and maintain contact with enemy reconnaissance elements. The second
element has a guard mission and destroys the enemy recomnnaissance by hasty
attack or ambush. This guard force ranges from platoon to company size.
Assgsets Available

Although the divisional heavy brigade has no organic reconnaissance
units, the assets upon which it can draw span the seven battlefield
operating systems (BOS). The task force scout platoon, although
specifically desigmed to conduct reconnaissance for its parent unit, is
" not the only unit available to the brigade commander for effective
reconnaissance, and surveillance missions. in fact, the brigade tasks
subordi;ate units to perform these missions and may request assets from
division to support its R&S plan.

The intelligence BOS's primary reconnaissance asset is the high
mobility multipurpose wheeled vehicle (HMMWV) task force scout platoon.
A8 currently equipped, this ten-vehicle, 28-man platoon has a mix of 40
millimeter automatic grenade launchers and machine guns for self defense.
It has passive night vision devices for use during periods of limited
vigibility, and conventional radios for reporting information. The
platoon leader tailors his platoon based on how much time he has to
accomplish the misgssion, how many tasks the battalion has assigned him, and

how much space he has to reconnoiter. When the platoon leader has enough
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timo, bo may dismount all or part of his platoon to infiltrate the enemy
security =zona@. Infantry often augments the scout platoon duxring
dismounted missions. If the platoon leader must remain mounted, he may
deploy £ive two-vehicle squads, two £ive-vehicle sections, or any
combination between these two oxtremes.

Because of the HMMWV's vulnerability, ‘the scout platoon must conduct
stealthy reconmaissance. In orxrder to use a combination of stealth and
aggreossive recommaigsance technigques, the task force must either provide
the scout platoom with additional mansuver BOS assets or give OPCON of the
platoon to a larger reconnaissance force.® A mechanized infantry, a tank,
or am attack helicopter company might be the basis of a larger
reconnaissance force.’®

Extornal to the brigade, the division may give the brigade OPCON of
a ground cavalxy troop for am offensive operation. This cavalxy troop
with itz Cavalxry Fighting Vohicles (CFVs) (sometimes auém@nt@d with tanks)
and mortar section provides an aggressive reconnaissance capability. The
division military imtelligoneo (MI)ibattalion provides GSR teams to work
for brigades on an habitual basis. Often, the MI battalion sends an
electronic warfarc team with signal collecting, jamming agd direction
finding capability as well. For some offensive operations the division
mey provide the brigade tactical air reconnaissance or unmannsd aerial
wvehicle (UAV) soxties to collect informatiom om specific targets.

The direct support axtillery battalion has several COLTs and FISTs
available to provide digital firxe direction, lasing, and night wvision
capability for the rocommaigsance forece. The aviation brigade may also
provide am OH-58D helicopter to enhance the heavy brigade's night
observation and fire directiom capability. Task foxce morxtar sectioms oxr

platoons OPCON to the reconnaissance force can extemd the forxrce's range
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beyond that of direct support artillery. The brigade air liaison officer
(ALO) can provide combat information on enemy activities deeper in the
brigade's zone through aircraft in-flight reports.

The mobility and survivability and air defense BOSs have assets that
can contribute to the reconnaissance force mission. The direct support
engineer battalion provides engineer reconnaissance squads to the heavy
brigade for expertise in terrain, obstacle, and structure reconnaissance.
The air defense battery has forward observing teams that can assist in the
reconnaissance effort. Sometimes STINGER surface-to-air missile teams
accompany the reconnaissance force to protect it £from air counter-
reconnaissance, or establish air ambushes for the brigade. Division often
sends sections from the chemical reconnaissance platoon to work with
brigades. Brigades normally augment their task forces with these valuable
assets.

The battle command and combat service support (CSS) BOSs assist in
the reconnaiésance effort as well. The battle command BOS supports
successful reconnaissance in two ways. First, liaison soldiers obtain
intelligence from reconnaissance forces in adjacent zones. Second, radio
retransmission or relay teams, controlled by either the reconnaissance
force or the brigade, ensure continuous communications throughout the
operation. The CSS BOS assists reconnaissance both directly and
indirectly. It supports the reconnaissance force directly with specially
assembled logistic packages (LOGPACS) that enable the force to stay far
enough forward to do the mission. Task forces can assign reconnaissance
tasks along the supply route to the LOGPACs. Indirectly, enemy prisoners
of war, refugees, and local inhabitants aré all sources of enemy and

terrain information in the brigade area of operations. Also, aerial
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ragupply crows can porform rocommaigsance tasks if the S-2 briefs the crew
propexrly.
Summaxy

Brigade commanders expect timely and accurate informatiom from
reconnaissance forces. Thoy £focus the intelligence effort through
selection of PIRz and recommaissance objectives. Although the entire
staff plays a role in recommaissence, the S-2 is first among egquals. The
€-2 conducts IPB, devolops information regquirements, and synchromizes the
collection effort thrxough the R&S plan. The 8-=2 and S$-3 advise the
commander on how to resourco this pla=n.

Roconnaissance forces are effective whem they apply maximum effort
forward, orient on an objective, report informatiom accurately, retain
froeodom of manecuver, gain and maintain enemy contact, and develop
situations rapidly. They do thiz when conducting patzols, reconnaissance
by £ire, recomnmaissance in force, and armed recommaissance. The MTPs
spécify that brigades and task forces must conduct effective
rocomnaissance to be succossfuvl in offensive operations. Because
potential adversaries will contest U.S. recomnaissance efforts vigorously,
brigades must employ complementary assets from all seven battlefield
operating systems to ensure SuCCess.

IT¥TX. The Reconnaigsance Problem

Introduction

There is o discrepancy between what brigade commanders expect their
reconmaisgsance effort to do foxr them and what it actually accomplishes.
This section establishes the porxvasiveness of the offemsive recomnaissance
problem by examining & RAND analysis, CALL studies, NTC observations, and

Operation DESERT STORM exporiences. The impact of inadeguate staff
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reconnaissance planning, preparation, and supervision and reconnaissance
force execution is considered.
RAND Analysis of Reconnaissance Performance at the NTC

In 1987, the U.S. Army commissioned Martin Goldsmith of the RAND
Corporation to analyze the linkage between reconnaissance and successful
offensive operations. Goldsmith analyzed core instrumentation subsystem
tapes, after-action review tapes, and take-home packages from 100 National
Training Center offensive operations.’” He concluded that there was a
strong correlation between effective reconnaissance and successful
offensive operations, that reconnaissance was more successful in
deliberate attacks than in movements to contact aﬂd hasty attacks, and
that offensive reconnaissance performance was poor.*

To discover the causes of these results, Goldsmith devised three
data cards with critical reconnaissance tasks and information derived from
doctrinal manuals and NTC observer/controller (0/C) comments. The first
card evaluated offensive mission success. Succeésful migssions complied
witﬁ commander's intent, secured terrain objectives, destroyed enough
enemy to render his defense incoherent, and preserved sufficient combat
strength to continue the migsion, If both sides contested a terrain
objective, or‘neither side had coherent combat power at the end of the
battle, Goldsmith called it a standoff. Failure was simply the inverse of
success .

The second data card's purpose was to measure the scout platoon's
reconnaissance success in the objective area, along the axis of advance or
zone of action, and beyond the objective. It also determined which steps
the task force and scout platoon took to plan, prepare, and execute the
reconnaissance mission. Goldsmith considered reconnaissance successful

when reconnaissance forces gained knowledge of enemy defensive positions
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and obstacles, and communicated this informatiomn to the task force (ne
mattor what the task force did with it).!® He computed the percentage of
reconnaigsance tasks accomplished.

The third data card was a recommaissance asset utilization matrix
that identified which assets the task foxce used to accomplish
rocommaissance tasks. RAND dexrived field data f£xom 63 battles by 14 task
forces. O/Cs £illed out all caxds while preparing for their AARs.*

The field data revealed that recommaissance preceding all offensive
operations was effective only 8 percemt of the time. Seventy pexrcent of
offensive operations succooded when the reconnaissance mission was
effective. Conversaely, whon rocommaissance was ineffective, offemnsive
operations succeeded only a quarter of the time (see Table 1, Appendix A).

There were two statistically siegmificant factors that affected the
success of offensive recommaissance: time and asset utilizatiom.*® The
soomer the staff disseminated the R&S plan, the more time there was to
rehearse it and perform the misaicﬁo The moxre mission time the
rocopnaissance forco had, the more stealth it employed. The stealthierxr it
was, the more likeoly it suzvived, and the more recomnaissgance tasks it
pexrformed. The ROLQ tasks it pexrformed, the greater the mission success.
Pime and offemsive recomnaissance success wore strongly corxrelated.?®
Unfortunately, reccomnaissanco forces received R&S plans before execution
only 42 percemt of the tima. The reconnaissance force xrehearsed
internally only 19 percont of its missions.* Pressed for time,
raconnaigssance forceos avoided enemy contact only a quaxrtexr of the time
(see Table 2, Appondix A).

Only a third of the roconmaigsance migsions established OPs in time
te belp the commandexr f£focus his combat power on the objective. Even

fewor, 6 percent, provided surveillamce beyond the objective.® This
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finding is significant for two reasons. First, the OPFOR, whose
reconnaissance efforts succeed more than three quarters of the time, claim
that 90 percent of their combat intelligence comes from stationary OPs
rather than through aggressive reconnaissance techniques.‘* Second, when
task force scouts do not accomplish their mission, brigade commanders must
rely on division assets to see the objective. In many cases these assets
are not responsive enough to the needs of commanders, preventing them from
focusing combat power on the objective, or detecting a second echelon
counterattack in time to react decisively.

The RAND data demonstrated the value of adding non-scout assets to
the reconnaissance effort. Unite used the following non-scout assets
during the time of the RAND study: engineer, ground surveillance radar,
infantry, forward observers, aviation, and armor.'” The biggest payoff
from non-scout assets came from engineers who assisted with locating,
breaching, and marking obstacles. Statistically, reconaaiss;nce forces
performed these tasks poorly. This problem was more bronounced along the
axis of advance than in the objective area where the brigade normally
focused its reconnaissance effort!® (see Table 3, Appendix A). Goldsmith
suggested that the tenacity with which the OPFOR guarded its obstacle

° Breaching improved when the

system caused the low overall success rate.!
reconnaissance force had more time to operate.

Unfortunately, the RAND study did not correlate the employment of
other non-scout assets with reconnaissance mission success. It did record
the frequency of their use in various reconnaissance tasks. After
engineers, ground surveillance radar was the most used non-scout asset.
Units employed infantry in the reconnaissance role about a third of the

time. Surprisingly, artillery foxrward observers directed fires for the

reconnaissance force only 21 percent of the time.’® Goldsmith detected a
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reluctance by commandors to employ aviatiom im a reconnaissance role for
fear of lozing theoso valuable assets. He suggested that commanders weigh
the roconmaissance payoff vorsus xisk carefully.™ Brigades never
provided, and task forces never regquested, signal ox electronic warfare

support for the duratiom of the RAND study .

CALL Analysis of Reconnaissance Performance at the NTC

CALYL persommal at the NTC continued to maintain RAND statistics for
a year following the publicatiomn of the roconnaissance study. The goal
was to determino whether the emphasis the NTC was placing on
roconnaissance during rotations was having any effect. The results were
mixed .,

Whon CALL completed its study in 1988, units were still conducting
affoctive rocommaissance for a quaxter of the offengive missions only.
The success rate of a deliborate attack following effective recomnaissance
rose from 73 to 83 porcemt. Unfortunately, the failure rate following
feiled roconmaissamce rose as well, fxom 76 to 90 pexcent. CALL, uﬁlike
RAND, correlated timoly R&S plams to successful attacks. It determined 73
percent of units disseminating timely R&S plans win, while 82 percent of
those who do not, lose.®

CALL conducted a second study in 1988 concerning scout
survivability. Aftor analyzing 109 task force battles, it comncluded that
the 50 perceont avezage casualty rate for scout platoons remained constant
despite the scout platocom organization change from CFVs to HMWVs .5 It
claimed that the issue was stoealth. The enemy, visgibility, missiom, time
allowed to execute the mission, and scout training detexrmined how stealthy
scouts were. The primary problem was training. Scouts failed to £ind
targets bafore the cnamy saw them; they carelessly constructed OPs; they

often did not dismount, or dismounted within the enemy's weapons'
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effective range; and they concealed their vehicles poorly. The OPFOR
killed scouts primarily by direct fire, but also used artillery and aerial
counterreconnaissance.®
Recent Reconnaissance Trends

While the RAND and CALL studies concentrated on execution at the
task force and scout platoon level, NTC take-home packages reveal how
brigade and task force staffs plan and prepare, as well as supervise the
execution of recomnaissance. From October 1991 to March 1993, the rate of
successful reconnaissance remained consistently low at 25 percent.’® The
correlation of effective reconnaissance to successful offensive operations
rose to 90 percent.’” Each member of the staff is partly responsible for
the low reconnaissance success rate. The S-2 who produces the R&S plan,
the 8-3 who tasks assets to execute it, and the S-1 and S8-4 who sustain
the effort, all fall short at the NTC.

Planning begins with the commander and S-2's selection of PIRs. The
PIR seléction process requires an understanding of both enemy and friendly
strengths and weaknesses. S-2s at the NTC lack professional knowledge qf
both.?® 8-2s do not comprehend the OPFOR, their enemy at the NTC. They
do not know the OPFOR's counterreconnaissance capability or actionsg, his
reaction to contact, or his firepower and maneuver options. S-28 do not
understand OPFOR weaknesses and vulnerabilitieslor where to search for
gaps in his defense.®® Consequently, S-28 recommend PIRs that are too
general and too numerous. Often, commanders approve the PIRs without
refinement. The result is an R&S plaﬁ which lacks focus. The brigade
intelligence BOS O/C summarized the trend in 1993 with this observation:

The S-2's continue to struggle with their roles in the BCT

[brigade combat team] . . . A vision of the battlefield and

what the commander needs to know, CCIR [commander's critical

information requirements], PIR and IR, remains a bridge too
far for IEW [intelligence and electronic warfare] B0S.®°
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Brigade S8-23 know littlc more about thoir own foxces' capabilities
and limitations. Boyond habitual relatiomships (GSR sectiom, MI team,
etc. ), §-28 rxarely request intelligemce ox recommaissance-asset
augmentation from division. Brigade S-2s have trouble identifying the
optimum asset to cover specific targets. They rely om subordinate task
forces to conduct reconnaissance. Similaxrly, task foxce S-28 rely too
much om their scout platoons to accomplish recomnaissance tasks. S-2s8
overwork scout platooms while neglecting other recommaissance-capable
agsets. Because S-23 regquest too few recomnaissance assets, redundancy
for critical nameod axreas of interest (NAIg) is usually not possible.®

§-28 display a ". . . fundamental misunderstanding of the R&S plan
management and mechanics. " The R&S plans lack detail concerming expected
time and enemy activity in each NAI. Thoy f£fail to consider the exact
location, composition, and anticipated action of the countexrrecomnaissance
forco. The R&S plans do not ensure comntinuvous recomnaissance throughout
the depth and timc of the offommive operxration. S-23 rarely send reguests
for information (RFI) to divisiom for those recomnaissance tasks the
brigade cam not accomplish. More than half of the time R&S plans continue
to be disseminated after tho recomnaissance force has deployed.® This
ilack of timeliness prevents these forces from adequately preparing for
their mission.

Roconnaigsance forces have difficulty in maintaining comtinuous
communications. 8-23 lose control of recommaigsance efforts duxing battle
becausec of poox commugicati@nép and inefficient tactical operatiomns centexr
(TOC) proceduras. Half the time, 8-28 lose communicationg with the
reconnaissance force leader bafore mission completion. Sometimes this is
because he is a casualty, but often it is because of distance ox

intervening terrain. Neither the RAND study nor the subseguent take-home
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packages record radio retransmission or relay ever being incorporated into
reconnaissance planning.®

When communications are continuous, S-28 face a different problem.
They are seldom able to deduce the enemy's dispositions, activities, and
intent from the deluge of combat information reports sent wvia radio.
Reports are often late, imprecise, and contradictory.®® Consequently, S-2s
cannot assist commanders in visualizing the battlefield. Commanders who
are unsure about the enemy situation react slowly or indecisively.

The failure of §-28 to supervise adequately their own section
operations affects the information collection effort. Average brigade and
task force intelligence sections are 80 percent of authorized personnel
strength.®® This places a premium on efficiency. The trend shows the
opposite: brigades do not enforce O0&I radio net discipline, they only
passively monitor the division intelligence net, shift leaders keep
haphazard journals, there is poor continuity between shifts, and brigades
produce subétandard‘intelligence p:l'.'odt‘zi.ct;s.“7 Overworked S-2s fail to focus
on planning reconnaissance for the upcoming mission and lose control of
the effort in progress.

Brigade commanders and S-3s8 offer little assistance to S-2s in
resourcing or integrating R&S plans. Despite their understanding of the
low reconnaissance success rate and its effect on the overall offensive
mission, commanders and S-3s8 are reluctant to provide the assets necessary
to engure success. Task force commanders and S-3s rarely assign
reconnaissance tasks to maneuver companies (mechanized infantry, armor,
or, when available, aviation).®® Seldom do R&S plans address
reconnaissance force regeneration. During the battle, commanders and S-3s
do not replace destroyed reconnaissance assets quickly enough to avoid

loss of tempo.®® The replacement units lack training in reconnaissance
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technicues and ofton become casualties rapidly. Inadequate resourcing
inhibits continuous recommaissance. $S-3s do mot synchromize R&S plans
with schemes of mancuver or "deconflict® comtrol measures.’®

g-1s and S-43 do not planm and execute the sustainment of the
roconnaissance forece over time (duration of NTC rotatioms). S-1s usually
do not anticipate the number of scout and MI soldier casualties by
recuesting sufficient replacements beforxre battle. Even when augmented
scout platoons approach companies in size, S-4s seldom tailoxr suppoxrt to
compensate for the platoon's inadeguate logistics infrastructure. S-1s
and S-43 rarely synchromize tho assembly of replacements and supplies sgo
that LOGPACs can beo positioned at the right place and time to support a
continuous recomnaissance effort.”

Tha problem brigades have sustaining tho recomnaissance effort at
the training centers manifested itself during DESERT STORM. Because of
the distance ovor which units attacked during operation DESERT STORM,
brig&d&s'had trouble k@@piﬁg their reconnaissance forces resﬁppliedo To
mointain the tempo and stay fuoled, the commandexr of a divisiomal cavalry
sguadron attached to a brigede changed bis task organizatiom. He divided
in half his ome orgamie CFV-eouipped cavalry troop and integrated tanks
from an attached tamk company.’? This enabled him to conduct continuous
operations by refucling ome troop while the othexr continued the mission.”
The disadvantage of this "leap frog® technique was that no moxe than half
the sgquadrom was actively recommoitering at a time.

Inadegquate proparatiomn has a greater impact on reconnaissance
success at the NTC than the problem staffs have with planning. While
brigades and task forces somotimes rehearse recomnaissance before the
first battle of the rotatiom (the first NTC mission), 0/Cs rarely observe

physical rocheaxrsals betweem battles.” Reheaxrsals, when units do conduct
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them, are not tied to the decision support template. S-2s do not restate
PIRs, reiterate the enemy most probable course of action, clarify NAIs, or
discuss reporting procedures. S-38 do not review the scheme of maneuver,
practice regeneration, ensure the distribution of reconnaissance taskings
is equitable, or resolve graphics discrepancies. Fire support officers do
not explain fire support relationships, special procedures, or fire
coordination measures. Signal officers do not discuss long-range
communication and troubleshooting contingencies. S-1s8 and S-4s are not
present to rehearse special arrangements to sustain the force. When staff
members are present, they do not participate as experts on the actions of
their OPFOR counterparts.’®

Because commanders and staffs do not resource reconnaissance forces
adequately, reconnaissance forces must operate continuously making it
difficult to assemble and conduct physical rehearsals. Often augmentation
from higher headquarters arrives too late to participate in a physical
rehearssal. Brigade S-23 occasionally practice the‘alternative, radio
rehearsals between task force S-2s and reconnaissance forces, but not with
the entire comomand and staff. 0/Cs notice that when rehearsals occur, the
chances of reconnaissance success improve significantly.’®

When not preceded in the zome of action by the division cavalry
squadroﬁ, the brigade recomnaissance force is the first to face the
enemy's security zone. This is the wusual scenario at the NTC.
Unfortunately, reconnaissance forces cannot penetrate the security zone,
survive the counterreconnaissance fight, reach the objective area, and see
deep. HMMWV-equipped task force scout platoons do not survive when time
constraints or the OPFOR compels them to use aggressive techniques. The

CFVs and the M113 family of vehicles are too loud to be stealthy, thereby
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enabling the OPFOR to detect and ambush them. The 50 percent survival
rate is the samo for both tracked and wheeled vohicles.

To corract tho offensive rocommaissance problem, some brigade and
task force commanders experiment with ad hoc organizations to perform this
critical mission. Commanders creoate these orgamizations to be responsible
directly to them. The problem with ad hoc scout units is threefold:
brigade commanders rely more om them than other available assets; ad hoc
units lack training proficiemcy; and they are difficult to sustain.”

One brigade employed an ad hoc recomnaissance oxgamization at the
NTC which provides an example of the first two of thesge problems. The
brigade deployed the ad hoc forece between five and 15 kilometers in front
of the lead battalion to bridge the gap between task force scout platoons
and division cavalry. Thoy evon employed UAV "Pointer"” to extend their
Tangao . The brigade commander believed the reports of his ad hoc
organization without investigating why information he was receiving from
the task forces was contradictory. Althouéh the task foxrces had a more
accurate picture of the ememy, the brigade commander believed his ad hoc
unit because tho information it sent was analyzed directly by his S-2.
The hand off of MAIs from tho ad hoc foxce to the task forces was just as
troublesome as from division cavalry to the task forces. The ad hoc force
had not trained enough with other recommaissance units of the heavy
brigade. Thus, despite the commander's best intentions, the cohesion and
affectiveness of the brigade’'s recomnaissance and surveillance operations
did mot improvae.’®

Many task forces and some brigades created ad hoc reconnaissance
organizations during DESERT STORM. One well-documented, typical example
experienced sustainment problems. A heavy task force placed the scout

platoon, a tank platoom, a mechanized infantrxy platoon, and an engineer
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gsection under the command of the headquarters company commander.”’ The
wheeled scout platoon maintained flank coordination while the tanks and
BFVs conducted a zone reconnaissance.’ The ad hoc force was successful
initially in locating the enemy and focusing the attack. To maintain a
mobility differential over the main body, however, the ad hoc forxce
required more fuel than a normal company. Unable to support the ad hoc

force logistically, the task force disbanded it.*

IV. Deficiencies in Doctrine. Organization, Equipment, and Training
Introduction

This section explains why heavy brigade reconnaissance 1is
ineffective. It examines deficiencies in U.S. Army doctrine, organization
and equipment, and training that are in some way responsible for
weaknesses in heavy brigade reconnaissance capability. Solutions are
considered for each area.

Doctrine

Doctrinal literature has improved‘sincé the 1987 compietion of the
RAND study by stating clearly that commanders are responsible for driving
and focusing the reconnaissance and intelligence process. Doctrine
emphasizes reconnaissance and its linkage to success in offensive
operations. Recent publications emphasize this linkage more than those
prior to 1993. Three problems persist. R&S plan explanation is not
comprehensive enough in any document to guide S-28 in producing an
effective product. "How to" manuals do not explain in detail how units
are to conduct reconnaissance using the assets available to a divisional
heavy brigade. The associated MTPs lack reconnaissance subtasks.and
establish unrealistic performance standards. Finally, the stealth versus

aggressive issue remains unresolved.
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FM 100-5 clearly makes intelligence the respomsibility of the
commandexr with the 8$-2 as his Yexecutive agent.” Unfoxrtunately, this
document mentions rocomnaissance only five times. It makes the connection
between effective rocomnaissance and successful offensive opexatioms, but
explains the former omnly in the context of foxce protaection.’® The two
chapters "Fundamentals of the Offemse® and "Planning and Conducting the
Offemse” mention roconnaissance only omce and then only along the route.®
For a capstone document that sets the tone for subordinate manualg, FM
100-5 f£ails to emphasize the importance of recomnaissance.

Although tho bost discussion of offemsive reconmmaissance appears in

FM 17-95, Cavalry Operations, this manual has three shortcomings. First,

despito its importamce to recommaisgsance migsion success, the digcussion
of R&S planning lacks detail.® Second, the manual does not explain how
corps' cavalxy regimeont transfers targets to divisiomal cavalry squadrons,
or bow secuadrons hand off targets to task force scouts in heavy brigades.
Third, it does not addi@ss bhow bﬁigad@s comducﬁing supporting attacks
reconnoitor for thomselves when a cavalry organization does not precede
them in their zomo of actiom.

The brigede "how to £ight® manual, FM 71-3, Arxrmored and Mechanized
Infaptry Brigade, provides insufficicnt information om R&S planning,
roconmaissance asset allocation, and recommaissance execution during
movements to contact.% Tho latter is the most significant f£flaw.®
According ;o the manual, the brigade security foxce

conducts rocopmaissance, develeops the situation, destroys

enemy recomnaissance clements, secures key terrain, reports,

and (if possible) breaches obstacles, and provents unnecessary

or prematura deployment of the main body of the brigade.?”

The diagram FM 71-3 uses to illustrate the brigade movement to contact

formation shows the forward seccurity force without a scout platoon (see
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Figure 2). The scout platoon should be the element of the forward

security force which "accurately locates and defines the size and
composition of the [main] enemy force," while the tank and mechanized

infantry platoons destroy the enemy reconnaissance forces.®

Heavy Brigade Movement to Contact Formation

Figure 2°%°

ARTEP 71-3 MTP addresses reconnaissance in only one offensive
operation. Specifically, sufficient time and resources for detailed
reconnaissance are conditions for the deliberate attack.’® There is no
mention of reconnaissance requirements before movement to contact or hasty
attack. Another omission is the lack of a requirement for an R&S
rehearsal.”

Two tasks in ARTEP 71-2-MTP have major deficiencies: "fight meeting
engagement” and "assault". To fight a meeting engagement, the scout
platoon must locate and report enemy actions and obstacles early enough

for the advance guard (security force) to develop a scheme of maneuver and
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deploy before comtact. Tt must maintain contact with the enemy until
ralievod, and collect information on deeper enemy positions and
foxrmations . Thoe manval does not describe how HMMWY scouts are to move
far enough in fromt of the advance guard to provide it reaction time. The
naturc of movements to contact almost compel scouts to adopt an aggressive
reconnaigsance techmicue. It doos not specify (perxhaps because it is
impossibla) how the scout platoon maintains comtact with the enemy’'s lead
elements, hands them off to the advance guard and gets deep into enemy
formation at the same time.

Like the mecting engagement, the battalion assault task demands some
unrealistic standards. For oxample, during an assault the task foxrce must
succead im the coritical task of fianding enemy weaknesses, antitank
weapons, f£ire sacks, platoon positions, and flanks. It must locate
natural obstacles, possiblo routes, and overwatch and support by fire
pogitions. It must accomplish this in ome hour without decisive
@égag@m@nt and without losing more than 5‘p@rc@nt of its combat strength.®
This is not a realistic standard for reconnaigsance SuCcess.

FM 17-98, Scout Platoow, lacks clarity in three areas. Fixst, it is

not clear for whom the scout platcon leadexr wozrks. Although he
ultimately works for the battaliom commandar, the S-3 employs him, the S$-2
tasks and controls him, and the headquarters company commander rates him.
Second, FM 17-98 does not discuss in detaill the reconnaissance
augmontation assets that may work for oxr with the scout platoon leader.
Last, the manuval does not resolve the debate between stealth and
aggressive reconnaissanca. It acknowl@dg@é that being ecuipped with
HMWVe suggests a stealthy approach but it claims, ". . . mounted
rocopnaisgance is ono of the most fregquently employed methods.”* Scouts

romain mounted whem their time is limited, and they can avoid contact
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because they know enemy and obstacle locations.’® Seldom at the NTC or in
war do scouts have such precise information prior to starting their
mission.

Possible solutions to FM 17-98°'s deficiencies include an explanation
of the scout platoon leader's special relationship with the battalion
staff, particularly with the S-2. The manual should familiarize the
platoon chain of command with the assets they receive habitually to
improve home-station training. Finally, the document requires a more
comprehensive discussion of when stealth, aggressive, or both techniques
are appropriate.

Doctrine has not resolved how to resupply reconnaissance forces. At
the task force level, for example, the headquarters company first
sergeant, executive officer, or the support platoon. leader may lead the
LOGPAC that resupplies the scout platoon. The scout platoon may link up
with the LOGPAC at a designated point forwgrd of the main body or share a
sité witﬁ the neafest company . FM 17-98 calls for the scout platoon
sergeant to help the platoon leader direct the reconnaissance effort, yet
the platoon has no supply sergeant to coordinate logistics. The supply
trucks that support the scout platoon are vulnerable and are often unable
to reach the scouts in their advanced locations. Before the organization
and equipment aspects of this deficiency can be solved, the Army must
decide how it wants to conduct scout platoon sustainment (including all

reconnaissance augmentation assets).

R&S plans can be no better than FM 34-80, Brigad Battalion
Intelligence and Electronic Operationsg, the manual that explains how to

produce them. The RAND study found the discussion of R&S plans in this
manual lacking in detail.’® The sample R&S plan does not meet the ARTEP

71-2-MTP standard.”” RAND identified three other deficiencies in this
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document: the IPB process is defense oriented, it does not fully explore
the use of non-scout racomnaissance assets, and it does not comsider how
electronic warfare assets might be used at task force level.’® TRADOC has
not updated this manual since 1986.

TRADOC should update its doctrinal literature to reflect lessons
learned concerming effective recommaissance documented in the RAND and
CALL studies, NTC take home packages, and DESERT STORM aftexr-action
reports. It should conmissiom RAND to comduct a follow-up analysis on
reconnaissance treonds at the NTC. FM 100-5 should state emphatically the
iinkage between offective reconnaissance and successful offensive
operations. FM 71-3 should incorporate some of the details om conducting
effoctive recommaissance comntained in FM 17-95. However, both of these
mepuals and FM 34-80 need to explain in greater detail the mechanics of
reconnsigssance and surveillamce plamming, preparation, and execution. The
discussion of this process must be comsistent im all of the manualsg. The
misgionrtraining plans need more realistic standaxds for reconnaissance
SUCCASS . Those manvals should reflect an appreciation foxr the
capabilities and limitatioms of scout platoons and the time r@quized‘to
rocomnoiter usimg stealth. MTPs should include subtasks that suggest that
units commit whatever combat powexr is necessary to accomplish critical
recopnaissance tasks before initiating deliberate attacks. FM 17-928 needs
to clarify tho scout platoon leader's relatiomship to his chain of
command, suggest whon scout platoons employ an aggressive oxr a stealth
technigue, and how these two technigues complement each other. All
literature from FM 100-5 to FM 17-98 sghould address how units sustain
continuous recomnaissance opaerations. A thorough review and update of

doctrinal menuvals will provide the foundation for improved reconnaissance

performance .
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Organization and Equipment

The U.S. Army heavy brigade's consistent inability to perform
effective reconnaissance is due partially to the lack of robust,
adequately equipped organizations, and intelligence command and control
capabilities. Scout platoons and intelligence staff sections have both
organizational and equipment deficiencies. Eguipment deficiencies exist
in communications, night and long-range observation, and fire support.
Solutions are considered for each deficiency.

TRADOC force designers have not organized or equipped task force
scout platoons to accomplish their tasks and survive. For example, DESERT
STORM scout platoons were equipped with HMMWVs, CFVs, Ml113s3, and M90ls in
various combinations. The Tait report provides a detailed account of how
each of these vehicles performed. It concludes that HMMWVs, M11l3s, and
M901s did not have a mobility differential over the main body during the
movement to contact. They simply drove to stay ahead, rather than
conducﬁiné effective reconnaissance. HMMWVs did not survive chance
contact with enemy security forxrces, obstacles, near-miss friendly
artillery, or unexploded ordnance. Consequently, most commanders
relegated HMMWVs to flank coordination.’”® The CFV was the only vehicle
that provided both a mobility differential and was survivable.

To correct the deficient scout platoon organization, brigade and
battalion commanders recommend TRADOC design the platoons to include both
HMMWVe and CFVs.!®® The Tait group recommends a task force scout platoon
of six HMMWVs, £five CFVs, and four motorcycles.'® With additiomnal
"dismountable™ scouts for continuous operations, this mixed organization
could employ both stealth and aggressive'reconnaissance techniques on a

complementary basis.
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Army Matoerial Command cam improve both the CFV and HMMWY as scout
platforms with tho additiom of several compoments: a global positioning
system (GPS), a vchicle compass, a laser range findexr (LRF), & combination
handheld/driver's night sight, and an identification friemd or foe (IFF)
device.!? The GPS demomstrated its effectivenssz as a navigation aid
duxing DESERT STORM. A vehicle compass acts as a backup to the GPS and
allows scouts to chock azimuths om the move. An LRF would improve CFV
fire control, the accuracy of reporting enemy locations and the precision
of firc support. Scouts could use a hand held laser rangefimder such as
the AN-CGVS5 at dismounted OPs. A thermal viewer or second-generation,
forward-looking, infrared radar (FLIR), would assist scouts at OPs, or
vohiele drivers when uvnderway. These limited-visibility sights would give
scouts a capability at least comparable to M1 series tank units. The Army
is developing the Battleficld Combat Identificatiom System (BCIS) using
both millimeter wave amd uvltra high freogquency to protect vehicles from
ground or air fratricide.'”” This protection is particularly important for
reconnoissance forces who routinely operate forward of the main body
during ambiguous battlefield situatioms.

£ the CFV is scceptable as an aggressgive reconnaissance platform,
TRADOC combat develepers should design a future scout vehicle (FSV) to be
a suitable stealth performexr.'” Such a vehicle, known as "Huntexr®, was
conceived by thoe Rapid Force Projection Imitiative. Developad as an
advanced technology demomstration (ATD), researchers intend for this
vohicle to carry scout semsors, light armoxr, antitank self-protection
armament and integral IFF.'® The Hunter vehicle will carry two additional
ATDg, the Scout Sensor Suite and the Remote Sentry. The Scout Sensoxr
Suite will have multi-target acguisition and detection capability using &

second~-goneration FLIR and acoustic sensors. Scouts can dismount this
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suite or use it as an integral part of the Hunter vehicle on the move.’
The Remote Sentry is a lightweight, autonomous, ground surveillance sensor
with limited-visibility optics. It employs both imaging (television and
FLTIR) and non-imaging (acoustic, magnetic, and seismic) sensors that
transmit to a vehicle's secure SINCGARS.'” The Hunter vehicle will carry
two to four sensors for placement on the battlefield. The U.S. Army
should spend the money to move the Hunter and its associated sensors from
ATD to prototype for further testing. Only with a vehicle of the Hunter's
capabilities will tactical commanders be able to perform deep
reconnaissance missions employing stealth.'®®

The Tait report records a consensus by brigade commanders for
brigade scout platoons. Interviews with brigade commanders who have had
peacetime training experience in the United States or Europe, or wartime
experience in the Vietnam or Southwest Asia, produce similar results.
Soms brigade commanders want their scout platoon to enhance battle command
father than conduct close reconnaissance. The platoén would function as
a "directed telescope®”.® If the brigade scout platoon tracks the
brigade's progress in the zone of acﬁion, the task force scouts could
focus on and beyond the cbjective.'’® Other brigade commanders feel that
the exchange of "deep targets"™ often breaks down between division and task
force scouts. Therefore, they want a brigade scout platoon to observe
deep NAIs allowing task force scouts to concentrate on the brigade close
fight. The brigade commander could use his platoon to weight the main
reconnaigssance effort, replace killed task force scouts with identically
trained, brigade scouts, or observe the gap between the cavalry sgquadron
and the task forces. They all agres that the organization should have a
mix of CFVs, HMMWVs, and motorcycles. Brigade commanders would organize

and train all scout platoons within the brigade in an identical manner.'!
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Thoso mixeod scout platoons would add flemibility, agility, survivability,
and redundancy to brigade offemsive recomnaissance missioms.

Ineffective roconmaizsance is traceable in part to communications
equipment currently in use within heavy brigades. The current family of
radios is both unreliable and short ranged (15-25 kilomesters). These
radios restrict the scope of the recommaisgance force. The reliable, 35
kilomeoter-range Single Channel Ground and Airboxrme Radio System (SINCGARS)
has performed bettor tham its predecessoxrs, but s8till relies on line of
sight. The recomnaissance force needs enough quick-exect, long-range
antennas, and radio retransmigsion or relay support to ensure continuous
communications in compartmonted terrain. In extremely restricted texrain
or ovor extended distances, the recomnaissance force commander and the
brigade and battalion commanders may need tactical satellite xadios
{(TACSAT) to talk.

The lack of xobustness of the heavy brigade intelligence command and
céntxolksyst@m also comtrxibutes to in@ff@étive reconnailssance. TRADOC
wants to harpess information age techmology to help solve the brigade
commander's problam of viguaiizing the battlefield. It envisionsz an Army
Battle Command System (ABCS) that broadcasts battlefield information
through digitizatieom, tho real-time exchangs of tactical data between
difforont clemeonts of tho combined axms team. ABCS will broadcast enemy
and friemdly dispositioms, graphic comtxol measures, and terrain features.
Commanders will maintaim hiexaxrchical contxrol of operatioms oxders. All
users will be able to accgss_int@rn@tted carougsals for intelligence.
Advanced intelligomce systems will feed ABCS with precise enemy positions,
posturc and activities.'?

ABCS enebles elements of the reconnaissance force to share

information intermally, with other wunitsg, and with the controlling

34




headquarters faster than in the current system.!' This real-time
information sharing also enables attacking units to adjust the direction
of attack enroute to the objective to attain decisive advantage over the
enemy. The hardware that will transmit ABCS via SINCGARS to individual

) 114 now

vehicles may resemble the intervehicular information system (IVIS
being tested by units at Fort Hood, Texas. ABCS will help commanders
visualize the battlefield so they can focus the reconnaissance effort,
assess friendly and enemy situations, and concentrate combat power on
enemy weakness.

With current technology, processing information received primarily
by radio into a common intelligence picture, then producing and
disseminating the various intelligence products, is labor intensive. At
80 percent average strength, S-2 sections cannot do this fast enough to
help the commander make tactical decisions.’® The table of organization
and equipment authorizes a major, a captain, and a first lieutenant for
brigade S-2 sections. The average section contaihs only two of the three
authorized officers, and 40 percent of the brigade S-28 are captains
rather than majors.!'® Organizational solutions include fully staffing S-2
sections and augmenting the sections with enough liaison soldiers to carry
the intelligence products to higher and lower headgquarters. The Total
Army Personnel Agency (TAPA) should £ill all intelligence officer
positions authorized within the heavy brigade with officers of the maximum
authorized rank allowable. 8-28 could then spend more time coordinating
staff intelligence interaction and directing the reconnaissance effort.
Even ABCS will not replace soldiers collecting, analyzing, and
‘distributing intelligence.

Brigade commanders have no organic capability to see the gap between

task force scouts and division cavalry. Either task force scouts must

35




exteond themselvez to the maximum radio and £ire support. range to cover
this space, or division must augment brigades with Ilong-range
roeconmnaissancenaissance assets. Technological inmovation can help solve
this problem. Tha MNightstalker Surveillance System, is a tactical,
multi-sensor, ground surveillance replacement foxr GSR. It cam "detect,
positively identify, and procisely locate moving taxgets up to 20, 17 and

10 kilometers respoctively.?™’

The brigade commander has no organic reconnaissance asset that would
allow him to "soe deep® from the aixr. The ability to see over the next
terrain feature will not omly increase the tempo of the recomnaissance
forco, but also provide a deoep surveillance capability should the unit
fail to pemetrate the objective arxea. Unmanned aerial wvehicles (UAVs)
controlled by the brigade $-2 or by the scout platoons add this vertical
dimeopnsion., The Tait report compliments the performance of the Pionesr, a
150-kilometer range UAYV. The report r@comm@ndé the U.S. Army eguip the
division Ml battaliom with it.™* Divigions could make Pioneer évailable
to brigade commandors for corxrtain missions.

A more appropriate UAV for the brigade commander is the Pointer, a
band-launched, videco-imaging aireraft with a 5-kilometer range.' This UAV
would let the commander sec over the next texxzain featuxre, or beyomd the
objective should the recomnaissance forxrce fail to penetrate. Scout
platoomns could comtxol Pointer with little suppoxrt structure. As an
organic asset, it would guarantee the commander comtrxol of some vertical
reconnailsgance capability.

Fire support equipmont deficiencies preovent the brigade commander
from pushing his rocommaissance force far emnough forward to close the gap
with the cevalry scuadrom. The necessity te remain within the range of

direct support artillery limits heavy brigade xreconnaissance forces. For
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- the M109A2 or A3 howitzer, this limit is about 12 kilometers foxward of
the main body (two-thirds of the howitzers' 18.1 kilometer conventional-
ammunition range). The Army will extend this range to about 16 kilometers
with base-bled ammunition in existing howitzers, or with the M109A6
Paladin's new cannon. The use of a GPS and LRF to pinpoint the enemy's
location improves the precision of calls for fire. If a COLT or FIST
vehicle is part of the reconnaissance force, it can transmit the call for
fire digitally, thereby increasing the responsiveness of the fire support.

When it is necessary to push the brigade's "eyes" beyond the range
of the supporting artillery, as was frequently done during DESERT STORM,
the brigade or task force commander often attached the heavy mortar
platoon (or a section) to the reconnaissance force. Operating on the
reconnaissance force's internal net, mortar platoons were very responsive
to scout calls for fire. Unfortunately, mortars are far less lethal than
howitzers. Technqlogical enhancements that would increase mortar
lethality wﬁile reducing the ammunition resupply rate are preciéion guidéd
mortar munitions (PGMM) and improved fire control. As an ATD initiative,
PGMM will incorporate infrared and millimeter wave sensors, laser
designators, and fiber optics guidance systems for top-attack antiarmor
warheads.
Training

Weaknesses in conducting reconnaissance operations are traceable to
deficiencies in leader and collective training. Although institutional.
_training has improved since 1987, there are still many deficiencies in
training for scout platoon leaders, S-28 and battalion and brigade
commanders. Units anticipating CTC rotations often do not have the time

or resources necessary for quality reconnaissance collective training.




Scout platoon leadexrs have both IPB and battle command problems.
They do not translate enemy event and situation temwplates into templates
useful to the platoomn. Thoy lack understanding of battlefield area
evaluation, particularly terrain and weather analysis. Finally, they have
trouble commanding their platooms when augmentation increases its size and
complexity.?°

Considering reocommendations of the RAND study, the U.S. Axmy Armor
Center developed a Scout Platoon Leader Course (SPLC) that has improved
the quality of these leaders.'? Specifically, NTC 0/Cs have noticed a
general improvement in the knowledge of sgcout platoon leadexrs. SPLC
should adjust the program of imstruction to improve scout platoon leadexrs’
understanding of the IPB process, and how to lead their platooms when
augmentation makes them large and complesx. Intelligence sections could
help scout platoon leaders by producing products detailed sufficiently forx
scovt platoom opoarations (@ituation templates for each assigned MNAIL, for
exempla). This would reduce the scout platoon l@éder’s planning tim@,
thus allowing him moxe time to execute the mission.

Tho intelligonce officer basic and advance courses still lack
instruction om tactical recomnaissance methods, R&S planning, and terzain
and weather analysis of the IPB.'» When S-28 arrive at brigade or
battalion unable to poxrform effectively im these axreas, they lose
credibility with the commander and S-3. The U.S. Military Intelligence
Center has not acted om a RAND recommendation to offer am S-2 course
providing neoeded background in these specific areas.'®® There axe three
foasible solutiomns. First, TRADOC should develop amn S-2 course similar to
SPLC. Saecond, units should send those officers who do not attemnd the S-2
course to the 1lth Axrmored Cavalry Regiment OPFOR Academy to leaxn the

OPFOR's effective IPB and rxocommaissance techmnigues. Third, commanders
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and S-38, who are senior to and more experienced than S-2s, should develop
a close working relationship with, help train, and mentor S-2s.

Even though the pre-command course has increased its emphasis on
reconnaissance, O0/Cs observe a lack of clarity in commanders' intent
statements, lack of specificity in PIRs, and lack of involvement in
resourcing and focusing reconnaissance. According to Lieutenant Colonel
Myron J. Griswold, a fellow in the Advanced Operational Art Studies
Fellowship,

[An] examination by U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command

(TRADOC) of the curriculum for all Army officer courses from

basic through the U.S. Army War College, is necessary to

determine the adegquacy of existing instruction on the
important subjects of commander's intent and visualization of

the battle.'**

The RAND study concluded that method-oriented reference material
concerning the mechanics of R&S planning would also help commanders.!®

Another explanation why the reconnaissance success rate has not
improved deﬁpite improvements in- doctrinal 1iteratur§ and institutional
training is the amount of time units have to prepare for NTC rotations.
In 1987, for example, the average brigade could train for six months
before arrival at the NTC. The average last year was two and one half
months.'?® Because the number of brigades has declined, the Army has had
to commit a large percentage of the remainder to deployments worldwide.
Brigades have been unable to protect the valuable training time they used
to enjoy before rotations.

Even if divisions cannot offer brigades a half year 'to train for
CTCs, they can improve home station training of reconnaissance forces in
two ways. First, divisions should establish habitual augmentation
relationships by making these units available for regularly scheduled,

brigade collective training. Second, divisions should provide brigades

with an OPFOR as aggressive and as well trained as their NTC counterparts.
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Tho OPFOR should be proficiont oenough to defeoat units employing poor
roconnaissance technigques ox intelligemce collectiom procedures.

Brigades can improve theix preparation fox CTC rotationms and war by
conducting comprobensive brigade recommnaissance exerxcises at home station.
Brigade and battalion commanders should practice composing intent
statements, focusing the xoecomnaissance effort, and visualizing the
battleficld. Their participation would emphasize to the entire command
the importance of the reconnaissence effort. Staffs would practice
planning, preparing, supexvising, and sustaining the recomnaissance
effort. A principle training objective would be to conduct R&S rachearsals
with full participation by commanders and staffs, either as paxt of the
brigade operations zehearsal or immediately following it. The entire
communication network should be exorcised including situations requiring
relay, rotransmizsion and £ield expedient measures to reestablisgh radio
contact. Training at doctrimal distances against a determined OPFOR
builds recomnaissanca force proficiency and cohesion while challenging
tactical communications and logistics.
V. Conglusions

This study examined what U.S. Army heavy brigades should accomplish
whon conducting rocopnaissance during offensive operations, what they
actually accomplish, and why thexe is a shortfall. Doctrinal litexrature
from the capstome "how to® manual FM 100-5, Operations through FM 17-928,
Scovt Platoon establishes what brigade recomnaissance should accomplish.
The 1987 RAND analysis, the 1988 CALL studies, NTC take-home packages from
1991-1993, the 1993 Tait CGroup papers and other DESERT STORM documents
identify the discrepancy between expoectation and parformance .
Deficiencies in doctrine, orgamization, eguipment, and training contribute

to the problems brigades have conducting effective recommaissance.
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The brigade commander focuses the reconnaissance effort by stating
clearly his intent, PIRs, and the objective. The brigade staff plans,
prepares, and supervises the execution of reconnaissance in accordance
with the commander's intent. The S-2 plays the biggest role in
synchronizing the reconnaissance effort. He develops PIRs and IRs,
sequences information collection tasks, recommends to the brigade
commander which assets are necessary for the reconnaissance effort, and
requests information from division for requirements beyond the brigade's
capability.

Successful reconnaissance operations incorporate six fundamentals
and employ one of four methods. The fundamentals are: placing maximum
reconnaissance forward, orienting on the reconnaissance objective, rapid
and accurate reporting, freedom of maneuver, gaining and maintaining
contact, and developing the situation. Reconnaissance patrolling,
reconnaissance by fire, reconnaissance in force, and armed reconnaissance
are the methods deséribed in doctrinal manuals. Reconnaissance is most
effective when it combines aggressive techniques to force the enemy to
react and stealth technigques to observe the reaction. Reconnaissance
forces must detect enemy locations, activities, obstacles, and fire sacks
as well as routes for friendly forces to take to exploit the enemy's
weaknesses. They must survive to accomplish this mission.

Understanding how potential adversaries build security zones and
conduct counterreconnaissance .operations helps reconnaissance forces
accomplish their mission and survive. Russian trained enemies construct
15 kilometer security zones when defending out of contact and 8 to 12
kilometer zones when defending in contact. Both methods employ a
combination of stationary defenses protecting main avenues of approach

with mounted patrolling between the defensive positions. U.S. trained
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advorsaries combino statiomary OPs, ofton augmented by GSR and COLTs, and
an axrmored forces to deteoct and destroy the enemy recomnaissance vehicles.

Brigade commanders wmay task assets in each of sevem BOS for the
recopnaissance force. Scout platoomns, machanized infantry companies, tank
companies, or aviation companies may provide the headgquarters for the
reconnaisgszance forca. Thay can be augmented with GSR sections, EW teams,
division cavalzy troops, UAVs, COLTs or FISTs, OHS58Ds, engineers, aix
defenders, chemiecal recommaissance squads, and retransmission or relay
teamz. LNOs, LOGPACs, aerial zxosupply crews, and pilot in-£flight reports
provide wvaluable information when properly briefed by S-2s.

Thae 1987 RAND gudsy gtatistically correlated effective
reconnaissance and successful offensive operations at the NTC.
Recommaisgance was effective only 8 percent of the time. Commandexs
tended not to use many of tho additiomal recomnaissance assets available
to them and often scguandered the precious element of time. When
r@cgnnaiséance was effective, offemsive operations succeeded 70 pexrcent of
the time. . Commanders did not employ indirect £fires ox aviation
effectivaly to enhance their recommaissance efforts. The more assets the
commandor committad to the rocomnaissance effoxrt, the greater its chance
for success. Engineers, in particulaxr, improved the effectiveness of
reconnaAissance. Recon@aisganc@ forces roceived R&S plans prior to
exrecution 42 pexcent of timae. Thay rehearsed ounly 19 percent of their
migsions. In only ome third of the migsions did the reconmaissance force
establish OPs on tho objective in time to help the commander focus combat
power. The more time the roconmnaissance force had, the morxe likely it
survived enemy counterreconnaissance and accomplished the misgion.

The 1988 CALL studies comcluded that 25 pexrcent of reconmaissance

migsions were effective. Successful offensive operations followed
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effective reconnaissance about 80 percent of the time. CALL determined 73
percent of units distributing timely R&S plans succeed, while 82 percent
of those who do not, fail. CALL also studied scout survivability in 1988
and found that only 50 percent survive the mission, regardless of whether
they were HMMWV or CFV mounted.

The NTC trend from October 1991 to March 1993 reveals that while the
reconnaissance success rate remains 25 percent, 90 percent of the
offensive operations that follow effective reconnaissance are successful.
The commander and each staff member are partly responsible for the low
reconnaigsance effectiveness rate. The staff officer most responsible for
reconnaissance, the 8-2, lacks understanding of both enemy and friendly
strengths and weaknesses. Consequently, he recommends to the commander
PIRs that are not specific enough to focus the reconnaissance effort. R&S
plans S-28 develop lack detail, over-task reconnaissance forces, and are
usually late. During execution, reconnaissance elements either lose
communications with their S-28, or inundaﬁe theﬁ with imprecise reports.
S-28 do not supervise their under strength sections to achieve peak
efficiency.

Despite the problems S-28 experience, commanders or other staff
members seldom help. S-38 do not plan for scout regeneration while the
offensive operation is in progress. They do not commit enough forces to
the reconnaissance effort to ensure success. S-1s and S-4s8 do not
regenarate or resupply reconnaissance forces between missions. The
commander and all staff members fall short in R&S rehearsal participation.

Finally, commanders create ad hoc reconmnaissance organizaﬁions to
improve their intelligence collection capability. While these

organizations provide temporary sclutions, commanders rely too much on
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them. The ad hoc rocomnaissanca forces lack cohesion and are difficult to
gustain.

The reason heavy brigades conduct effective recomnaissance 80
infreguently 4is traceable in part te deficiencies in doctrine,
organization, ocuipment, and training. Although doctrinal literature
acknowledges the xelatiomship between effective reconnaissance and
guccessful offensive operations, much of its guidance eithexr lacks detail,
congistency, or xoealism. TRADOC should wupdate its litexature to
incorporate the valuable NTC lessons learned that RAND and CALL analyzed
in 1987 and 1988, and lessons emexging f£xom DESERT STORM.

As curremntly oguipped, task force scout platoons cannot survive if
they use aggressive recomnaissence technigques. They also lack adequate
radios, navigation aides, precision range finders, night obsexvation
deviecos, sensors, and acrial observationm platforms. New techmologies that
will enbance scout platooms include BCISs, a £ratxicide protection
tranemitter; Hunter, a stealthy future scout vebicle; Nightstalkexr, a new
GSR; a variety of improved scmsors; and PCMM to imecrease moxtaxr accuracy
and lethality.

Goperal Thomas Talt's DESERT STORM study group recommends that
TRADOC design scout platoons of six HDMMWVs, f£ive CFVs, four moteoxrcycles,
and additiomal scouts who can dismount. The coasensus among brigade
commandexrs is that TRADOC should makeo a scout platoon oxganic to the
brigade and organizce it idemtically to the task force scout platoon to
ease interoperability and training. Some brigade commandexs wouwld use
their platoon to see deep, while others would usae t#em to roecord the
brigade's progress during the offensgive opexation.

Digitization will help commanders visualize the battlefield through

broadcasting near xeal time £friendly and enemy dispositions. Wwith
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hardware such as IVIS, individual vehicles can exchange rapidly tactical
data, orders, and graphics. S-28 can distribute R&S plans to the
reconnaissance force in time for a rehearsal before movement. Technology
alone is not the answer to intelligence command and control. Intelligence
analysis and products are labor intemsive. TAPA should £ill all soldier
and officer positions in task force and brigade intelligence sections.
Further, TAPA should fill brigade S-2 positions with majors to ensure that
the staff officer with primary responsibility for reconnaissance has the
experience he needs to excel.

Institutional training for battalion and brigade S-28 does not
prepare them for their commander's expectations. TRADOC should develop an
§-2 course to address the mechanics of the job, similar to the Scout
Platoon Leader's Course which has improved scout platoon leaders’
performance in the five years since its inception. The greatest training
challenge brigades face is to develop innovative training plans that
improve the cohesion of the reconnaissance force; intelligence collection,
processing, and dissemination; and sustainment.

As the U.S. Army decreases in size, the need increases for
commanders to focus combat power at the decisive place and time. To do
this, commanders must direct their reconnaissance efforts to help them see
the battlefield. Commanders and staffs realize there is a causal
relationship between effective reconnaissance and successful offensive
operations. Despite this awareness, NTC and DESERT STORM performance
demonstrates weaknesses in heavy brigade reconnaissance which can be
attributed in some degree to the preceding deficiencies in doctrine,
organization, equipment, and training. In light of these deficiencies
U.S. Army heavy brigades are today only marginally capable of conducting

effective reconnaissace during offensive operations.
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places, persons, or things by visual, aural, electronic photographic, or
other means." (FM 101-5-1, 1-223.) This definition is also standard in DOD
and NATO. Surveillance collects information continuously from air and
land. (FM 100-5, 2-19). Although reconnaissance and security are
considered together as part of the battlefield framework, they are not the
same. Some confuse "reconnaissance and security" with "reconnaissance and
surveillance."” Security is an operation which includes screening, guard,
covering force, and area security operations. Like reconnaissance, these
operations obtain information about the enemy. However, the purpose is to
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rather than to find the best way to close with and destroy the enemy or
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Interview Responses

Fontenot, Colonel Gregory. Director, School of Advanced Military
Studies, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. Colonel Fontenot as tank
battalion commander during DESERT STORM and armor brigade
commander designee, does not favor a brigade scout organization. He
feels brigades could not control their own scout unit thus causing
confusion in the objective area. During DESERT STORM, his scout
platoon conducted mostly security missions, maintaining contact with
the adjacent battalion and spanning the gap that developed. The scout
platoon did conduct a sweep to confirm the disposition of enemy
counterreconnaissance forces. Colonel Fontenot thinks scout platoons
need better communications equipment.

McKiernan, Colonel David. 24 Brigade Commander, l1lst Cavalry
Division, Fort Hood, Texas. Colonel McKiernan was a tank
battalion commander in Germany and is a brigade commander
currently. He strongly supports brigade scout platoons.

He recommends the brigade scout platoon be egquipped to
penetrate the security zone, survive the counterreconnaissance
encounter, see beyond the objective, and communicate at
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exteonded distances. He would direct these scouts to avoid

enemy contact. Colonel McKiernan believes task force scout

platoons should be eqguipped to fight for detailed information.
Existing scout platoons are inadeguately eguipped to conduct
agoressive recommaissance. To coordinate all the assets that

normally constitute a battalion reconmaissance force, he feels

it should be commanded by a captain. The HEC commander is an

option but there is a logistics price to pay. Foxr him, a line company
commander is a better optiom.

Sylvester, Brigadier Gemeral John, Agsistant Division Commandex
(Maneuver) lst Infaptry Diviziom (Mechanized). As an
armored brigade commander during DESERT STORM, General
svivester strongly supports a brigade scout platoon. He cannot
recall task force scouts providing any real time intelligence
during the battle. He feels this is due in part to their
HOWYVs. He favers the LAV family of vehicles which he beliaves
combined firepowor (whom LAV25s and LAV TOWs are used together)
and stealth (duc to LAVs cuiet ruaning gear.)

Wallace, Colomel J. Richard, Imspector Gemeral, Forces Command.
As a former brigade commander in Germany, Colonel Wallace strongly
supports the introductiom of brigade scout platoons.
Currently, brigades are mot & recommalssance operator. They
must rely om the dialogue with task forces to assemble the
enamy picture. The problem is that task force scouts (in the
European theater) are effoctive only about fouxr kilometers
forward of the task force. When pushed out to seven
kilomeoters, nocossary to ses beyond the objective, they become
casualties. Colonel Wallace would use brigade scouts to both see deep,
and as a dirocteod telescopo on the axis or zone of the brigade's
main effort. Task force scouts should comcentrate on the
objective itself. Both battaliom and brigade scouts must £ight
for information sometimes and rely om stealth to evade
counterrecommaissance efforts. The BMMWY can't fight and the
CFV is too loud to be stealthy. Colonel Wallace feels a future
scout vehicle must combime these capabilities.

Zanini, Colomel Damiel R., Chief of Staff, Combined Arms Center.
As a2 heavy brigade commander during DESERT STORM, Colonel Zanini
found the need for a brigade reoconnaissance organizatiom to see
deep. He prefers a UAV~equipped unit rather than a ground
recomnaissance unit. Two of his task force scout platoons waere
equipped with CFVs and ono with HMMIVs. He found the combination to
be effoective. Ho recommonds that battaliom scout platoons employ
a mix of CFVs and HMMWVs. Uwnlike the Tait group recommendation,
Colonecl Zanini doos not favor motoxrcycles.

58




